CHAPTER 2.
THE NATURE OF THE CONSTITUTION.
it has been said that the constitution has no separate existence since Does m
it is part of the ordinary law of the land. It is true that there is no Constitution
special source giving expression to the rules of the constitution in
the form of a. code which is unalterable save by the act of a special
constituent assembly or a specific reference to popular vote. There
is, however, a body of law which forms the constitution, partly
statutory, partly common law and partly conventional. It would
be possible to enact this body of law in the form of a code. Even
conventions are capable of enactment. Thus Eire gave statutory
authority to the doctrine of ministerial responsibility which in the
United Kingdom and most States of the British Commonwealth
rests upon convention.
The British constitution is flexible, not in the sense that it is un- Capacity
stable but in that its principles are alterable and constitutional rules
can be changed by the ordinary process of an Act of Parliament
or the establishment by geperal acceptance of a new convention.
Despite, or perhaps because of, this flexibility the constitution has
so far escaped those radical changes and convulsions which so fre-
quently occur in countries with rigid constitutional codes.
For over two hundred years the constitution has been adapting Process of
itself to new conditions, usually a little behind the trend of expressed Evolution,
contemporary opinion. In the result there has been a complete
change almost imperceptible at any given stage, so gradual has been
the evolution from the personal supremacy of the monarch to the
collective ascendancy of the political executive—a change which
has been marked by the retention of .existing forms and organs.
Much of the structure is now mere form which is tolerated and
indeed venerated because it represents historic continuity. The form
is, however, remote from the practical working of the constitution.
The framework of the constitution has been empirically constructed
in marked contrast both to the carefully devised machinery of con-
tinental constitutions and to the provisions of the federal constitu-
tions of the United States, of Canada and of Australia.
In the place of kings who governed by the prerogative we have a Constitu-
constitutional monarchy. The Queen is the head of the State and MonLchy
government is carried on in her name, but it is government by an andParlia*
Executive answerable to and dependent for its office upon Parlia- mentary
meat After the Revolution Settlement of 1689 the King could Govemment>

